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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.

Theterm*“racial profiling” referstotheuseby law enforcement personnel of anindividual’ srace
or ethnicity asafactor inarticul ating reasonabl esuspicionto stop, question or arrest anindividual (unless
raceor ethnicity ispart of anidentifying description of aspecific suspect for aspecificcrime.) Individual
law enforcement personnel who profilesuspectsonthebasisof raceor ethnicity violatethecivil rightsof
thoseindividuas. Whenraceand ethni city becomefactorsinsuspiciousbehavior, thecivil rightsof racia
andethnicminoritiesasagroupareviolated. Thispracticeal soleadstoanegativeinteractionwiththe
police. TheStateof Arizonaanditspolitical subdivisionscannottolerateracial profilingif Arizonaisto
remain consistent and fair in its application of justice.

ArizonaAttorney General Janet Napolitano, inher capacity asboththe Chief Law Enforcement
Officer andtheChief Civil RightsEnforcement Officer in Arizona, sponsoredtwo Racial Profiling
Conferencesinaneffort to definethe problem and to seek recommendationsfor itseradication. A Racial
Profiling Conferencewasheldin Phoenix onMay 23, 2000. A second Racial Profiling Conferencewas
heldinTucsononNovember 9, 2000. Over 100 community membersattended each Conference, with
equal representationfrom officerswith variouslaw enforcement agenciesand privateres dentsinvolvedin
community-basedorganizations. Asaresult of the Conferencesand aseriesof meetingswithanad hoc
committeeof law enforcement representatives, the Attorney Genera subsequently convened two summits
of Arizonalaw enforcement (oneinPhoenix andonein Tucson.) At each summit, representativesof police
agenciespublicly sgnedaDeclaration Condemning Racid Profiling and promised anincreased commitment
topolicies, procedures, training and community interactionto addresstheissueof racial profiling. (See
Appendix.)

All membersof thecommunity-at-large, including law enforcement personnel and privateresdents,
must reject racial profiling asalegitimateform of |aw enforcement. Thisrequirescommitment fromall
segmentsof society. Policeagenciesearntherespect of thecommunity throughimpartia and consistent
applicationof thelaws. Privatecommunity membersshould, inreturn, recognizeand respect theefforts
of thosewho havee ected to serveand protect thepublic. Finally, law enforcement personnel andprivate
community residentsneedto engageinthorough communication. Policeofficersmust explaintheir
suspicionstoall individual swhomthey stop (unlessan expl anation restrictsl egitimatel aw enforcement
activities), and privateres dentsshoul d exercisetheir rightsto make both compl aintsand commendations
at the appropriate time about law enforcement personnel.

Thisreportisnotafinal resolutionontheperceptionandimpact of racia profilingin Arizona, but
rather thebeginning. Six factorsmay helplaw enforcement agenciesand community advocatesto continue
to addressthisissue: 1) creationandimplementation of law enforcement policiesand procedures; 2)
trainingfor law enforcement and privateresidents, 3) diversity inhiring and promotional decisions, withan
efforttoretaindiversestaff; 4) technology; 5) datacollection; and 6) civil rightsenforcement. TheAttorney
General’ s Officeurgescontinued cooperationand respect among law enforcement personnel andthe
communitieswhomthey serve. TheAttorney General further urgesall law enforcement agenciesin
Arizona, including chiefsof police, county attorneys, county sheriffsand other peaceofficers, todevel op
policies and detailed implementation procedures to mitigate the perception and effects of
racial profiling.



. DEFINITION OF RACIAL PROFILING.

Itisessential tofirst defineracial profilingasalegal termof artinorder to seek recommendations
foritseradication. Thereareessentially twoviewsamonglaw enforcement agenciesandcivil rights
organi zationsindefining prohibited conduct in stopping or arresting anindividual :any reliance on
race/ethnicity (the broad definition); orsol e rdianceonrace/ethnicity (thenarrow definition). TheNinth
Circuit recently addressed thisissue and adopted thebroad definition. InU.Sv. Montero-Camargo, 208
F.3d 1122 (Sth Cir. 2000), thecourt addressed the seizureof drugsfromavehiclenear theU.S.-Mexico
border inEl Centro, California. Amongthefactorsused by theBorder Patrol tojustify thestop of the
vehiclewasthat theoccupantsof thevehiclewereHispanic. TheCourt upheldtheseizurebased onother
factors(suchasthefact that DefendantsmadeaU-Turninanareawithno sideroadsandinplainview of
theBorder Patrol station) but declared that race could not be used even asonefactor among many ina
decision to stop avehicle.

Relianceonraceor ethnicity incriminal profiling treatsminoritiesdifferent fromnonminorities.
Consistent withMontero-Camargoany relianceon raceand/or ethnicity inarticul ating reasonable
suspi cionisprohibited and may exposeapoliceagency toliability for civil rightsviolations. Montero-
Camargoand other Ninth Circuit casesrecognizealimited exceptionfor investigationsinwhichraceor
ethnicity is part of an identifying description of a specific suspect for a specific crime.

1. PREPARATORY ACTIVITIES

TheAttorney General’ sOfficeinvited representativesto the Conferencesfromtwo groupswho
together makeupthecommunity-at-large: |aw enforcement personnel and privateresidents. Participants
included representativesfromavariety of municipdities—largeand small; urbanandrura; thosewithahigh
percentage of minority res dentsandthosewith alower percentageof minority resdents. ThisOfficeaso
surveyed each representativein order to hel pit assessconcernsand belief sof the parti cipantsprior toeach
Conference.

A. Law Enforcement Surveys.

Thelaw enforcement surveyssought informationregarding training of officers, demographicsof the
community, and stati stical datafor both stopsand arrests. Seventeenlaw enforcement agencies, from
Cochise, Graham, Maricopa, Pima, Pinal and Y umaCounties, respondedtothesurvey. Noneof the
respondentsbelievedthat racia or ethnicbackgrounda onecouldjustify apolicestop—implicitinsome
responses, however, wasthepropositionthat raceand/or ethnicity can beonefactoramongmanyina
decision to stop. Comments included the following:

“Thismeansthat profiling basedsoldy onrace, ethnic originand/or languageisprohibited
in this Department” (emphasis added).

“[Race or ethnicity] is only taken into consideration with a total set of
circumstances.”

“[Raceor ethnicity may beconsidered] if thereissubstantiated informationthat aparticular
crime is being committed by one racial/ethnic group.”



Asdiscussed above, Montero-Camargo recogni zes abroader definition of racial profiling. Law
enforcement agencies need to prohibitany relianceonraceand/or ethnicity inarticul ating reasonable
suspicionfor stopping individua membersof thecommunity (with alimited exceptioninacaseinwhich
race or ethnicity is apart of the description of a specific suspect for a specific crime.)

B. Private Resident Surveys.

The privateres dent surveyssought examplesof racial profiling aswell asgeneral perceptionsof
whether or notracia profilingexists. Sixty-six percent of therespondentsgavespecificexamplesof racial
profiling by law enforcement. Many of the responses focused on direct comparisons with
White youth:

“...[L]aw enforcement makestheassumptionthat Black and Hispanicyouth aregang
members. They arequestionedinadifferent manner than Whiteyouth, charged differently
for the same offense, and are sentenced differently for crimes committed.”

“....[W]hilewhite, affluent youth of ten havebeer partiesout inthedesert, you never see
their namesinthepaper forillegal consumption. What you do seearethenamesof Native
Americansfromthethreeadjacent reservations, listedinthepaper, arrestedforillegal
consumption.”

Other responsesfocused onthelack of communi cation and understanding between|aw enforcement
members of the community and private residents:

“I think that al ot of white policemen havenot grown up around blacksand thereforedo
not havean understanding about them, and only rely onrumorsand hearsay about them.”

“[1]f languageisinvolved, i.e., thesuspect doesnot spesk Englishfluently enoughtoexplain
their versionof theincident, thelikelihood that thenon-English speaker will becited or
arrested increases tremendously.”

IV.  CONFERENCE SYNOPSIS.

Each Conferencefocused oncommunity discussion. Participantsweredividedintosix breakout
groupsfor facilitated discussionled by Attorney General staff. Thebreakout groupsdiscussedtheissues
surrounding racial profiling in their morning session and proposed suggestionsin the
afternoon.

The breakout sessionswereinterspersed withmoreformal presentationstotheassembled
participants. AtthePhoenix Conferencetwo membersof |aw enforcement spoke: Gil Gallegos, President
of theFraternal Order of Police, and Phoenix Police Chief Harold Hurtt. Two privatemembersof the
community alsospoke: Luislbarra, ExecutiveDirector of Friendly House, and civil rightsattorney John
Burris. Atthe Tucson Conference, Tucson Police Chief Richard Mirandagaveapresentationand Tucson
Police Captain John L eavitt presented an analysisof hisDepartment’ sdatacollection effortsto date.
Privatecommunity member AmandaPhillipsof St. Mark’ sPresbyterian Church discussed theongoing
community-police dialogue in Tucson.



V. BREAKOUT SESSION SUMMARY.

Each of thesix breakout groupswascomposed of asimilar number of law enforcement officers
and privatecommunity members. All groupsshould becommendedfor their frank discussionsand
respectful exchangeof views. Representativesdes gnated by each breakout group gaveshort presentations
and recommendationsat theendtothefull assembly. Thefollowingcommentssummarizethemajor
observations and suggestions made by breakout groups at the two Conferences.

A. Definition of Racial Profiling.

Somegroupswrestledwithadefinitionof racia profiling. Noclear consensusemerged between
the narrow definition (solereliance onrace/ethnicity) and the broad definition (any relianceon
race/ethnicity). All groupsrecognizedthat racial profiling of suspectsdoesoccur withinlaw enforcement.
Of equal importance, nogroup suggested that entire Departmentsprofileby raceor ethnicity. Thegroups
asorecognizedthat racial profiling occursasaresult of biasesand prejudicesof individua law enforcement
personnel, in addition to the biases of their trainers.

B. Law Enforcement Concerns.

Thelaw enforcement membersof thecommunity first and foremost rai sed concernsabout theeffect
of not stopping individua swho exhibit suspiciousbehavior. Someofficersfeared that heightened concerns
about racial profiling could dissuade law enforcement personnel from stopping crimesin
progress.

Department and agency representativesal so rai sed concernsabout theeffect of heightened
concernsontheofficersthemselves. Someofficersfear retaliationfor reporting otherswho profilebased
onrace; othersfear that datacollectedin stopscoul d bemi sused to punishlaw enforcement personnel.
Findly, unionand association representativesrai sed concernsabout discipline, and strongly suggested that
personnel actionsagainst officersbased onallegationsof racial profiling shouldincludeprogressive
discipline beginning with training and/or counseling.

C. Private Resident Concerns.

Many privatecommunity membersperceivethat minoritiesarevictimsof discrimination by law
enforcement, either becausethey are stopped without areason or because nonminoritieswould not be
stoppedfor similar violations. Theminority membersof theprivatecommunity notedtheir frustrationat
havingtotell their childrenhow to behaveinapolicestopinorder to mitigatethepotential for violence.
Privateresidentsal so expressed frustrationwith policestereoty pesof individual sfromdifferent cultures.
Private resident concerns essentially come down to one word: trust.

D. Causes of Mistrust.
Partici pantsraisedlack of communication most frequently asacause of mistrust between law
enforcement and privateresidents. Perception existsamong privatecommunity membersthat law

enforcement personnel do not adequately explaintheir reasonsfor stoppinganindividual. Private
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community membersal so expressed frugtrationthat many law enforcement personnel werenot familiar with
theindividual communitiesand cultureswhichthey serve, or do not speak thecommon language spoken
withinthecommunity. Ontheother hand, law enforcement community membersperceivethemselvesto
be held, by privatecommunity membersand themedia, toanunfair standard, inthat racia profilingexists
inother professionsaswell. Most participantsrecognized, however, that thepower that [aw enforcement
personnel hold subjects them to higher standards.

Parti ci pantsal sorai sed concernsabout privatecommunity memberswho profiletheir neighbors.
“Profiling by proxy” may occur when mgjority membersof anel ghborhood makecomplaintstothepolice
about individual sintheneighborhood based in part onthelanguage spoken or theracial and ethnic
background of aneighbor or passerby. Privatecommunity membershaveanobligationtoavoid
stereotyping peopleof different culturesand backgroundswhenthey report suspi ciousactivity tothepolice.

E. Solutionsfor Mistrust.

Participantsrai sed numeroussuggestionsto deal withthedividethat at timesappearstoexist
betweenlaw enforcement and privateres dentsof acommunity. Many participantsstressed theimportance
of awell-publicized complaint processwhich detail sexpectationsof both parties(the person stopped and
thelaw enforcement officer), inadditionto remediesavailabl eto the person stopped. (Somejurisdictions,
includingtheCity of Phoenix, haveal ready devel oped “What to Do When Stopped by the Police”
brochuresin Englishand Spanish.) Giventhefact that thel nternet hasbecomemoreaccessible, several
participants al so suggested a web-based alternative to the written or telephonic complaint
process.

Parti cipantsal so rai sed other suggestionsto deal with mistrust, including theuseof mediators,
development of “ citizen policeacademies,” construction of additional neighborhood policesubstations, and
theuseof questionnai resseeking positiveand negativefeedback on officer conduct fromrandomindividua s
who havecomeinto contact withlaw enforcement. Finaly, someparticipantsnoted theobjectivity which
an independent police auditor can bring to the debate over racial profiling.

F. Statistical Evidence.

Many groupsdiscussed theuseof statistical evidenceto determinewhether or not membersof
minority racial and ethnicgroupsarestopped or arrestedingreater proportionthentheir representationin
aparticular community or onitsroads. Theinformationnecessary to such anassessmentisnot aways
mai ntai ned by law enforcement agencies, especially informationon* dispositionlessstops’ —thosestops
inwhichthelaw enforcement officer neither wroteaticket nor took any officia actionagainst theindividua.
Participantsnoticed that Departmentswithin Arizonadiffer greatly intheinformation maintained on stops,
and on the methods, if any, to analyze the datain terms of racial and ethnic demographics.

V. RECOMMENDATIONSOF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL.

Racial profilingmay haveimplicationswell beyondtheinitia decisiontostop-- racia andethnic
minoritiesareoverrepresentedinthecriminal justicesystem, andweneedto beginat thestageof initial
contactinorder toanalyzethereasonsfor thisdisparity. Totheextent thatindividual law enforcement
personnd target membersof particular racial and ethnicgroupsthrough profiling, their conduct exacerbates
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thestatistical disparity. Thecommunity-at-large, however, canhelptoprevent targetingand profilingand
ensurethat |aw enforcement actsonly onreasonablesuspicion. TheAttorney General makesthefollowing
recommendations to address these i ssues:

A. Policies and Procedures.

Many law enforcement agenciesalready havepoliciesin placeprohibitingracial profiling.
However, Departmentsmust a so have operating procedureswhichimplement thepolicy and giveguidance
toindividua law enforcement personnel. Departmentsshouldal soreview existing disciplinary policiesto
includeappropriateactionfor law enforcement personnel whoengageinracia profiling. The Officeof the
Attorney General will continuetowork with organizationssuch asthe A rizonaAssoci ation of Chiefsof
Policetodevelopmodel policiesfor useby law enforcement agencies. Topicsaddressedin procedures
should include the following:

» adefinitionof reasonablesuspicion, inorder to ensurethat individual sarestopped for
valid reasons, andthat racial and ethnic minoritiesarenot stoppedfor viol ationsfor
which non minority drivers would not be stopped;

» arequirement that officersarti cul atereasonabl esuspicion prior toastop, frisk, arrest
or detention;

» asystematic review process for investigating allegations of racial profiling;

» anassurancethat supervisorswill support and not retali ate agai nst of ficerswho report
racial profiling by others;

* creation, maintenance and disposition of documents evidencing atraffic
stop; and

» gtandardsfor theuseof in-car audioandvisua equipment, includingthedurationfor
which the tapes are preserved.

Evenif astopisjustified, theconduct of law enforcement personnel duringthestop must remain
reasonabl e. Law enforcement personnel shouldremainawareof and never seek toexpl oit thepower they
have over the public. Officers should:

identify themselvesby full nameandjurisdiction, and, wherefinancially feasible,
proffer written identification, such as a business card;

explain the reason for the stop;

show respect toward the suspect; and

conclude the stop in an expeditious manner.



L aw enforcement agenciesshoul d al so adopt poli ciesand proceduresfor communicationwiththe
public to ensure that police agencies:

» publicizetheir policiesand proceduresto thecommunity-at-largeand encouragethe
filing of complaints or concerns;

» disseminate,inafrank and straightforward manner, theresultsof timely internal
investigations into racial profiling;

» provideawrittenresponse, after aninvestigationof thefacts, toresidentswhomake
complaints of racial profiling; and

introduceand publicizecommunicationssystemswhich permit anonymouscomplaints
or commendationsabout |aw enforcement personne by membersof thepublic—some
communities already have hotlines which provide this opportunity.

B. Training.

L aw enforcement agenciesneed to emphasi zetheprohibition onracia and ethnic profilingto
recruits as well as seasoned officers.

»  Departmentsshouldensurethat their operating proceduresadequatel y implement the
prohibitionagainst profiling andthat their |aw enforcement personnel havecopiesof,
understand and follow the procedures.

Training,includingscenario-based sessions, should becomprehensveand begininthe
academy and continue with regular education and certification.

» Trainingshouldincludecultura differences—notall actionsby asuspect areasign of
disrespect.

» Trainingshouldincludeforeignlanguageinstructionwhereappropriate, inorder to
ensure communication with residents of acommunity.

» Racial profilingdiscussionsshould beincorporatedinto existing school education
programs such as D.A.R.E.

»  Supervisorsand community officersshould actively participateinand undergothis
trainingtoensurethat they react appropriately toimpermissiblebehavior duringfield
evaluations or other reviews.

» Afterafieldsupervisor or other reviewer hasdetected apattern, Departmentsshould
provide assi stancefor individual officerswho havebeenaccused of , or appear tobe,
profiling by race, to ensure that they take steps to remediate their conduct.

C. Diversity.



L ocal and statewidelaw enforcement agenciesshoul d refl ect thecommunity-at-large. Officerswho
know thecommunity andarefamiliar with different culturescan assist their Departmentstoavoidthebiases
and mistrust that are at the heart of racial profiling.

Recruitment -- To the extent that minority groups have been historically
underrepresented withinalaw enforcement agency, that agency shouldtakeaggressive
steps to ensurethat thelaw enforcement personnel reflect thedemographicsof the
communitiesthey haveswornto protect andthat membersof all racial and ethnic
groups have equal promotional opportunities.

Fair and Effective Supervision—Inorder toretain minority recruits, supervisorsmust
ensure that the working environment is free of racial and ethnic hostility.

Rotation of Officers-- Lineofficersshoul d rotatethroughthecommunity to better
understand residents of different neighborhoods.

D. Technology.

Individual Departmentsneed to assesstheextent towhichracia profiling occursby their officers.
Law enforcement agencies, asfinancially feas ble, should utilizenew formsof technology inaddressngthe
perceptions and problems of racial profiling.

I n-car audioand visua equipment whichbeginrecordingwhenthelightsandsirenare
startedwill providean objectiverecord of policeand suspect conduct. Departments
should preservethisrecord duringthelimitationsperiodfor civil rightslawsuits. Some
law enforcement agenciesin Arizona, including the Department of Public Safety and
the Tucson Police Department, havebegunto usethistechnol ogy effectively. The
Attorney General would support increased appropriationsfor law enforcement to
improve access to this technology.

M obil e dataterminal sin policecarswill lightendrameatically any burden of collecting
and maintaining statistics on police stops.

| nternet web pagescan publicizethepoliciesand proceduresagainst racial profiling,
andtheactiontakento addresstheproblemand/or perception, tothecommunity-at-
large.

Private community membersshoul d support their Department’ sacquisition of new
technology inorder to ensurethat thecommunity-at-largeaddressestheprohibitionon
racial and ethnic profiling.

E. Data Collection.



Eachjurisdictionshould decidefor itself whether to engagein datacollection and assessment of
theracial and ethnic demographi csof theindividual sstopped. A number of jurisdictionsthroughout the
country requirelaw enforcement personnel torecord, for every vehiclestop, informationincludingthe
following:

» therace and ethnicity of the individual(s) stopped;
» the gender of the individual(s) stopped,;
» theage of theindividual(s) stopped;

* thelocation of the stop;

» thereason for the stop; and

the disposition (none, warning, citation, arrest, etc.) of the stop.

Somelaw enforcement personnel have expressed dissatisfactionwithevenvoluntary data
collection, bothbecauseit may exposeagenciestoliability and becauseit may dissuadeofficersfrom
stopping peopl efor suspi ciousbehavior beforeacrimeresults. Somebelieve, however, that datacollection
can providebenefitstoaDepartment through sel f-auditsand early warning systemswhichidentify racial
profiling behavior, and by deterringinappropriatelaw enforcement conduct. Becausetherearereasonable
disagreementsonwhether to coll ect data, and numerousmodel sfor datacollectionfromwhichto choose,
thisOfficetakesno positionondatacol lectionat thistime. ThisOfficeinstead urgeseach agency to
evaluateforitsaf whether tocollect racia and ethnicdataon stops, and, if o, how to collect, maintainand
analyze the data.

F. The Role of the Attorney General in Civil Rights Enfor cement.

TheAttorney Generad’ sOfficesponsored the Conferencesinorder to beginadial oguewith
the community-at-large and will continue to address issues surrounding racial profiling.

1. M odel Policies and Procedures.

ThisOfficehasdready beguntowork withlaw enforcement agenciesinthedevel opment
of policiesand proceduresto addressracia profiling concerns. Representativesof thisOffice, together with
anad hoc committeecomposed of law enforcement officersfrom variousorgani zations, devel oped a
Declaration Condemning Racia Profiling. Law enforcement officersthroughout the Stateareunitedinthe
fight againstracial profiling and signedthe Declaration on December 19, 2000. (See Appendix.) The
Decl aration pledgesthat individua Departmentswill develop policiesand proceduresagainstracia profiling
by June2001. TheAttorney General’ sOfficewill continuetowork withthead hoccommitteeinthe
development of model policies and procedures for use by individual Departments.



2. Survey Authority Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-1402(6).

Arizonalaw permitstheAttorney Genera to*“ makeperiodic surveysof theexistenceand
effect of discriminationbecauseof race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap or national origininthe
enjoyment of civil rightsby any person....” Totheextentthat apolitical subdivisionseekstobecomea
model for implementing procedurestodiminateracia profiling, thisOfficecanreview themunicipdities
stopsand arrests, make observationsabout any profiling which hasoccurred orisoccurring, andissue
recommendationstoass st thecommunity ineradicating theevilsof profiling based onraceand/or ethnicity.

3. Individual Complaints of Discrimination.

Any individual who believesthat heor sheisavictimof racial profiling should contact the Civil
RightsDivisionof theArizonaAttorney Genera’ sOfficeat (602) 542-5263 or (877) 491-5742 (toll-free)
or (877) 624-8090(toll-free TTY). Basedontheparticular facts, anindividua may beabletofileacharge
of discriminationagainst aloca policeagency under the ArizonaCivil RightsAct. If thefactsof aparticular
casedonot meritjurisdictionover achargeof discriminationunder theArizonaCivil RightsAct, thisOffice
will assgtinreferringthecomplaint totheappropriatefederd or stateagency withjurisdictiontoinvestigate,
suchastheOfficefor Civil Rights(Officeof Justice Programs) at theU.S. Department of Justice.
Individual sshould al so consider awritten compl ai nt tothelaw enforcement agency which madethe
disputed stop.

VIlI. FOLLOW UPACTIVITIES.

TheAttorney General’ sOfficewill continuetowork withlaw enforcement representativesto
devel opmodé policiesand procedures, andwill review themode sdevel oped. TheOfficedsowill solicit
input from privateresidentsto determinetheeffectivenessof policy changes. TheAttorney General
anticipates the following time frame:

February 2001  Formation of working group.

May 15,2001  Attorney Genera review of model policiesand procedures, and distribution
to Arizonalaw enforcement agencies.

June30,2001  Deadlinefor Arizonalaw enforcement agenciesto promulgate policiesand
procedures prohibiting racial profiling.

November 2001 Prepar ationof community survey, and distributiontoall participantsat thetwo
Conferences.

January 2002 Subsequent Attorney General report astotheeffect of theimplemented
policies and procedures.
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VIIl. CONCLUSON.

Racial profiling should not and must not betol erated withinlaw enforcement agencies. When
individualsprofileby race, it hasatwofoldeffect: 1) theagency (andthe State) may |osetheability touse
certainevidencein court proceedings, and 2) thecommunity may loserespect for law enforcement. Al
Arizonansbenefit frominvestigativetechniquesand policieswhichareuniversa ly applied and cons stently
followed from suspect to suspect and from community to community.

Consistent with caselaw, |aw enforcement personnel must make stopsbased onreasonable
suspi cion, without theuseof raceor ethnicity asafactor inthedecision. Departmentsshoulda sodevelop
policiesand proceduresand communicatethemtoall officersthrough continued trai ning and education.
Finally, law enforcement agenciesshoul d devel op and maintain processesfor resident complaints.
Community membersshould makecomplaintsand commendationsinregardtotheir interactionwithlaw
enforcement and follow up accordingly.



APPENDI X

DECLARATION OF ARIZONA LAW ENFORCEMENT
CONDEMNING RACIAL PROFILING

WHEREAS, neither race nor ethnicity is a predictor for criminal behavior; and

WHEREAS, national attention hasbeendirected recently tolaw enforcement stopsmadeonthe
basis of race or ethnicity; and

WHEREAS, some state and national advocacy groups perceivethat racial profilingisa
widespread practice among law enforcement personnel; and

WHEREAS, Arizonalaw enforcement personnel, including chiefsof police, county sheriffs, county
attorneys and other peaceofficers, seek tomaintainthetrust of thelocal communitieswhichweserve
through community policing and by enforcing lawsin a non-discriminatory manner; and

WHEREAS, thelnternational Association of Chiefsof Policehasresolvedthat biased or
unprofessional enforcement practices are prohibited and will not be condoned; and

WHEREAS, theArizonaAttorney General, asthechief |aw enforcement officer of the State,
condemnsracia profiling and urgesArizonal aw enforcement agenciesto adopt policiesand procedures
prohibiting racial and ethnic profiling;

NOW, THEREFORE, IT ISHEREBY

RESOL VED that Arizonalaw enforcement personnel will not participateintheuseof any racial
or ethnic-based profilein stopping, frisking, searching or detaining individuals or vehicles; and it is

RESOL VED that all Arizonalaw enforcement agenciescurrently have, or will develop, apolicy
defining and prohibiting racial profiling; and it is

FURTHER RESOLVED that each Arizonalaw enforcement agency hasor will develop
proceduresimplementingitspolicy, andthat the procedureswill beinwriting, communicatedtoall law
enforcement personnel and made available to local residents through public outreach; and it is

FURTHERRESOLVED that, in devel oping these procedures, law enforcement agencieswill
examine all aspectsof their enforcement, intermsof thedefinition of racial profilingandreasonable
suspicion, theconduct of officersduringastop, themissionand val uestatementsof theorgani zation, field
supervision, officer eva uations, community involvement, theeval uation of resident complaintsandthe
communication of theoutcometothecomplainant, interna audits, and other effortstoensurethat itsofficers
do not engage in racial profiling and do treat residents with the utmost courtesy and respect; and it is

FURTHER RESOLVED that |aw enforcement agencieswill incorporatetrainingon prohibited
profiling practicesinto academy classesaswell asin continued educationthroughout thecareer of each
officer; anditis

FURTHERRESOL VED that Arizonalaw enforcement agenciesmakeit apriority toadopt these
policies and procedures prohibiting racial profiling by June, 2001.

DATED this 19" day of December, 2000.
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DECLARATION OF ARIZONA LAW ENFORCEMENT
CONDEMNING RACIAL PROFILING

/sl /sl
Janet Napolitano Richard Anemone, President
Arizona Attorney General Tucson Police Officers Association
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Charles Foy, President
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Arizona Association of Chiefs of Police

/s/

Danny Lugo, President
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Richard Miranda, Chief
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Bill Washington
National Organization of Black Law
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Phoenix Law Enforcement Association

/s/

Chris Crockett, President
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/s/
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/sl

Steve Gendler, Director
Arizona Association of Chiefs of Police
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/sl
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